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The purpose of this study was to assess the relation­
ship, in a small group discussion, between American College 
Test scores, Socio-Economic Status scores, Audience Sensi­
tivity Inventory scores, Intellectual Disposition Category 
scores from the Omnibus Personality Inventory, Speech Skill 
scores and sex on the one hand and syntactic complexity and 
certain hesitations (filled pauses, hesitatory formulas, 
silent pauses and articulation rate) on the other.
None of the independent variables produced a sig­
nificant main effect upon syntactic complexity. The only 
significant finding was a negative correlation with silent 
pauses. The greater the complexity score the fewer were the 
silent pauses produced.
Only three of the six independent variables produced 
a significant main effect upon hesitation scores. Speech 
Skill produced a significant main effect upon filled pauses, 
silent pauses and articulation rate. Correlation coeffi­
cients with the first two were negative, and the coefficient 
with articulation rate was positive. These findings indicate 
that a skilled speaker is one who has fewer pauses, fewer 
filled pauses, and who speaks faster than less skilled 
speakers.
American College Test scores were responsible for a
v
significant main effect upon filled pauses. The correla­
tion coefficient of these two variables was negative. Two 
other variables interacted significantly with ACT scores. 
Hesitatory formulas interacted negatively and IDC scores 
interacted positively. The person with a higher ACT score 
is less likely to use hesitatory formulas and filled pauses 
than one with a lower score.
Intellectual Disposition Category scores produced a 
significant main effect upon hesitatory formulas and a main 
effect approaching significance with both filled pauses and 
articulation rate. The correlation coefficients between IDC 
scores and both filled pauses and hesitatory formulas were 
negative while the correlation with articulation rate was 
positive.
Considering that the correlation coefficient between 
IDC and ACT was significant and positive the two may be con­
sidered together. A person characterized by higher intel­
lectual achievement and stronger intellectual attitudes is 
less likely to exhibit certain hesitations and more likely 





Many experimental studies in speech are designed with 
the purpose of isolating the salient variables in different 
speech situations as well as determining the interactions of 
these variables. A speech situation of increasing interest 
to researchers is a small group discussion engaged in 
problem-solving. Perhaps this is because of the richness of 
the situation in terms of contingencies. Two phenomena 
which small group discussions share with other speech situ­
ations are the speaker's hesitations and his synthactic 
complexity.
Hesitations have been studied in numerous speech 
situations particularly over the past twenty years. Syn­
tactic complexity has risen into prominence as a variable 
primarily as a result of the highly abstract theories of 
syntax which have appeared over the past decade. Because 
syntactic complexity (sometimes used synonomously with 
cognitive complexity) has been related to certain hesita­
tions in very artificial experimental situations, perhaps 
that relationship could be further defined if the two were 
studied together in an informal situation.
This study was designed to answer questions such as 
the following. What is the nature of the syntactic
1
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complexity variable in a more informal situation such as a 
small group discussion? What is the relationship between 
syntactic complexity and certain hesitations? What charac­
teristics of the speaker most affect the occurrence of these 
two phenomena?
The research pertinent to this study can be divided 
roughly into two parts. The first group includes studies on 
hesitation phenomena in general and some of the theories 
concerning the cause of the phenomena. The second, closely 
associated group includes studies on latency or reaction 
time— a dependent measure used primarily in studies on 
cognitive complexity.
One of the primary researchers in hesitations is 
Frieda Goldman-Eisler. She does much of her work with 
patients in therapeutic situations, but her results have 
been applicable to research on non-therapeutic subjects. A 
quote from her 1961 study makes an important distinctions
The two hesitation phenomena of filled and 
unfilled pauses would thus appear to reflect 
different internal processes; cognitive activity 
being accompanied by an arrest of external activity 
(speech or non-linguistic vocal action) for periods 
proportionate to the difficulty of the cognitive 
task, while emotional attitudes would be reflected 
in vocal activity of instantaneous or explosive 
nature (1961, 35).
This basic distinction as to the causes of hesitations 
has generated a variety of research studies. Reynolds and 
Paivio (1968), eliciting responses to stimulus words, found 
varying results. In agreement with Goldman-Eisler was the 
finding that subjects with better vocabulary knowledge (and
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thus quantitatively more complex word choice decisions) had 
more pauses; but in disagreement was the finding that sub­
jects who were most anxious in an audience situation also 
had more pauses. Pauses, then, were related to both 
cognitive complexity and anxiety.
Pope and Siegman (1964) disagree completely with 
Goldman-Eisler after finding that pauses correlated with 
anxiety and "ahs" or filled pauses correlated with cognitive 
uncertainty. Brenner, Fieldstein and Jaffe (1965) found 
that both uncertainty (which they equate with Goldman- 
Eisler ' s cognitive difficulty) and anxiety play a part in 
the production of pauses.
A "common sense" hypothesis was suggested by Maclay 
and Osgood (1959). They reasoned that the incidence of 
whatever hesitations were caused by anxiety should decrease 
as a discussion session wears on but "may increase again as 
a result of external factors or as a consequence of . . . 
[the subject's] own utterances" (43). This time-familiarity 
factor seems salient but, as pointed out above, could be so 
confounded by other factors as to be hard to distinguish. 
Also, this writer knows of no procedure to spotcheck, during 
an ongoing process such as a small group discussion, for the 
underlying causes of manifest anxiety. These difficulties 
assure that the time-familiarity variable will not be mea­
sured in this study.
In general, such separation of causation as found in 
Goldman-Eisler would be somewhat simplistic if rigorously
4
pursued. Anxiety can be compounded by cognitive complexity, 
particularly in either an experimental situation where the 
subject realizes he is being tested or where he is performing 
before an audience.
Another theory posited by Goldman-Eisler (1967) is 
that there exists "some sort of non-random sequential 
distribution of hesitation pauses" (122) which result from 
temporal or cognitive patterning. This hypothesis, and the 
supporting research, explain certain speech-pause patterns, 
particularly in spontaneous speech, where pauses account for 
30 per cent or more of the total time. Schwartz and Jaffe 
(1968) maintain that these rhythms could be "produced by a 
random selection of sound-silence durations from exponential 
distribution functions" (27). Whatever the cause, if the 
effect is random, then the phenomenon will be neither con­
trolled nor measured in this research. It will, however, 
temper interpretation of the results.
Several other salient variables affecting fluency 
have been studied. Lallgee and Cook (1969) found that inter­
ruptions by listeners tend to increase verbal output.
Blubaugh (1966) studied the effects of negative audience 
feedback and reported that these phenomena caused more 
hesitations. The same situation obtained when Brown (1965) 
varied the emotional content of his stimuli.
The aforementioned situations (strong negative feed­
back, interruptions and emotional cues) will be only 
minimally controlled by the researcher in the discussion
5
situation by the introduction and by the wording of the 
topic.
Maclay and Osgood (1959) reported that speech rate 
can affect hesitations, with faster speakers having fewer 
disfluencies. This finding is inconsistent with Pope and 
Siegman's (1964) report that anxiety is indexed by fast 
articulation and high verbal productivity, accompanied by a 
higher number of pauses. Perhaps Maclay and Osgood's 
statement should be modified to say that faster speakers 
have fewer of certain kinds of disfluencies.
Ramsay (1968) found that intelligence correlated 
positively with mean length of utterances, and that an intro 
verted subject will have significantly longer silences. 
Maclay and Osgood made another suggestion, that there seem 
to be individual preferences in hesitations. These indi­
vidual preferences, for lack of evidence to the contrary, 
will be treated as being randomly distributed.
The non-situational variables mentioned above, such 
as personality, anxiety in an audience situation (audience 
sensitivity) and intelligence have been found to be 
significantly related to hesitations and therefore will be 
measured in the present research.
Several of the studies already discussed have had 
abstract and concrete words as response provoking stimuli 
in an effort to vary cognitive complexity. Reynolds and 
Paivio (1968) found that concrete words elicit more speech 
and less latency. Thus, even though the anxiety-complexity
6
issue is not resolved, studies which vary cognitive levels 
presumably on a continuum from simple to complex, have shown 
significant differences in amounts of hesitations. These 
findings indicate that complexity is at least a salient 
variable and an important aspect of fluency. More sophisti­
cated methods may later classify complexity as primarily an 
underlying cause of anxiety at least as far as its impor­
tance in an audience or discussion situation is concerned.
For the present, complexity is considered to be theoretically 
separate, following Goldman-Eisler's distinction.
The studies in group two include some of the work 
relating levels of complexity to latency or reaction time. 
Morris, Rankin and Reber (1968) measured cognitive complexity 
on simple-to-comples grammatical levels. The four levels 
used, starting with the simplest, were active, passive, 
negative, and negative passive. Subjects were asked to 
recall stimulus sentences in each of these four groups. 
Results showed that response latency, or reaction time, 
increased on each level from active to negative-passive.
The hesitation involved here is a pause before starting the 
sentence. Gough (1965) used the same levels of complexity 
and found basically the same results. His explanation was 
that, before a subject can understand a sentence, he must 
transform it into its kernal, "footnoting" the transforma­
tions required. This mental processing accounts for the 
latency.
Neal F. Johnson (1966), in two studies, introduced a
7
slightly different method of analysis (after Yngve, 1960) in 
which the sentence was analyzed by a tree diagram. Johnson 
described the cognitive processing involved as follows:
Each unit is decoded into its constituent units, 
with the second constituent stored in the immediate 
memory while the first constituent is further decoded. 
The process is continued until a terminal event occurs 
(e.g., a word is generated). Then S takes from his 
memory . . . the most recently stored item and decodes 
it until reaching a terminal event, etc. (370).
The results of both articles indicated that the more complex
the sentence structure, the more hesitations are probable.
The primary hesitation was again reaction time, however,
errors could be expected within the sentence as well,
especially in transitions between constituents.
Howell and Velter (1969) studied cognitive complexity 
on a semantic level. They used one, two, or three words as 
a stimulus and subjects were asked to construct a sentence 
using the stimulus word(s). Both filled and unfilled pauses 
increased as a function of the number of words the subject 
had to work with.
Generally, then, certain types of hesitations (filled 
and unfilled pauses) increase as the amount of cognitive 
complexity increases. This study will concentrate on 
cognitive complexity at the syntactic level.
In the studies reviewed, syntactic complexity is 
usually a stimulus to performance or an independent variable. 
But since syntactic complexity is also an element of per­
formance and since it is, in the reported cases, positively 
correlated with hesitations, then this writer would like to
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treat it as a dependent variable. Actually it may be 
described better as an intervening variable but the exact 
relationship of complexity to hesitations is yet to be 
defined (witness the inconsistencies in the literature 
reviewed). Therefore, treating syntactic complexity as a 
dependent variable and studying for both main and interaction 
effects might help define the parameters of complexity as 
well as its relationship to certain variables.
This selected review of literature has described 
pertinent variables and methodologies which have been 
explored in connection with human fluency. Considering 
grammatical complexity and certain hesitations as the 
dependent variables, salient independent variables would be 
intellectual characteristics and anxiety according to the 
preceding studies. An obviously interesting variable in a 
speaking situation would be speech skill. Perceptions of 
speech skill have been significantly related to socio­
economic status in an earlier study (Ellis, 1967), and there­
fore SES will be included as an independent variable. The 
sex variable, though insignificant in the group discussion- 
formal speech situation looked at in Ragsdale (1969) will be 
included for purposes of verification.
This is essentially a descriptive study designed with 
three purposes in mind. The first purpose is to try to 
study these variables, particularly grammatical complexity, 
in a more natural situation. A glance at the studies 
concerning complexity shows that, heretofore, the primary
9
purpose of complexity studies has been to test depth and 
transformational theories. As a result of these studies 
complexity has been shown to be a valid entity in formal, 
somewhat artificial situations. The question comes to mind, 
how would complexity affect or be affected in an interaction 
situation such as a small group discussion? And what type 
of tool could measure complexity in this less rigid situa­
tion?
The second purpose of this study is to try and deter­
mine the parameters of the complexity and hesitation 
phenomena in small group discussions. To the knowledge of 
this writer, the particular combination of variables proposed 
has not yet been looked into at all and some of the variables 
(intellectual disposition, socio-economic status and gram­
matical complexity) have not yet been tested in a small group 
discussion situation. Though these variables seem to be 
related, the nature and degree of these relationships is 
largely speculative. This is why the study is descriptive 
rather than manipulative.
The third purpose of this study is to test specific­
ally the following null hypotheses;
1. a. That no significant difference exists between hesi­
tation scores which is attributable to differences in 
speech skill scores, 
b. That no significant difference exists between syntactic 
complexity scores which is attributable to differ­
ences in speech skill scores.
That no significant difference exists between hesita­
tion scores which is attributable to differences in 
socio-economic status rankings.
That no significant difference exists between syntactic 
complexity scores which is attributable to differ­
ences in socio-economic status rankings.
That no significant difference exists between hesita­
tion scores which is attributable to differences in 
American College Test scores.
That no significant difference exists between syn­
tactic complexity scores which is attributable to 
differences in American College Test scores.
That no significant difference exists between 
hesitation scores which is attributable to differ­
ences in sex.
That no significant difference exists between syn­
tactic complexity scores which is attributable to 
differences in sex.
That no significant difference exists between 
hesitation scores which is attributable to differ­
ences in Audience Sensitivity Inventory scores.
That no significant difference exists between syn­
tactic complexity scores which is attributable to 
differences in Audience Sensitivity Inventory 
scores.
That no significant difference exists between 
hesitation scores which is attributable to differences
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in intellectual Disposition Category scores from the 
Omnibus Personality Inventory, 
b. That no significant difference exists between syn­
tactic complexity scores which is attributable to 
differences in intellectual Disposition category 
scores from the Omnibus Personality Inventory.
The data were analyzed using an Analysis of Co- 
Variance and a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation. The 
analysis of co-variance was a linear additive design based 
upon a regression equation such that each independent 
variable was tested separately while the effect of the 




The subjects were 31 students from freshman speech 
courses. They were told they would be helping in a depart­
ment survey of the speaking and discussion skills of Speech 
I students. They were also told that the survey would 
consist of three sessions which would include a small group 
discussion session, a formal speech session (during which 
each of them would be required to give a speech), and a 
paper-and-pencil session during which they would indicate 
certain things about their background and attitudes. All of 
the teachers offered some form of extra credit for partici­
pating. The only restriction was that they be first-semester 
freshmen. The students signed up for a convenient time.
A total of 47 students signed up but the attrition 
rate was very high. The study was run so late in the 
semester that many students had conflicts with tests and 
last minute papers. However, over two-thirds of those who 
dropped out did so before the first session.
Because of the small number of subjects and because 
the study was run outside of class time, the sample has to 
be somewhat questionable. Many of the students may have
12
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signed up simply for the extra credit or because of a high 
interest in speech. At any rate, the students who volun­
teered were a small percentage of the classes visited and the 
students who actually finished the program comprised about 
two-thirds of those who volunteered. Therefore through sheer 
numbers, the final subjects were distinct from their fellow 
classmates. Aside from numbers, the nature of students who 
volunteer for experiments is often more intellectual and less 
anxiety prone than that of students who do not volunteer.
As a result of the nature of the subjects, the findings of 
this study should mainly serve to indicate areas of future 
research rather than describe all freshman Speech I students 
at Louisiana State University.
Treatments
The first session was a fifteen to twenty minute small
group discussion session. The groups ranged in size from
two to six. They were told to say what they wanted to and
to use the following problem as a basis for discussion:
A freshman, student A, living in a dormitory, finds 
out that another student, B, is turning on his neighbors 
to marijuana. After introducing the other freshmen to 
grass, student B earns his spending money keeping them 
supplied. Upon request he will also supply harder drugs 
but draws the line at cocaine and heroin. What should 
student A do about the situation, if anything?
After the problem was handed out they were told to start
when they felt like saying something, but to remember to say
their names for tape identification as they begem speeiking.
This raises the question of whether identifying himself
would inhibit a subject's discussion on a taboo subject such
14
as drugs. This is probably true to some extent. However, 
toward the end of the discussions the subjects all talked 
freely about their own or their friends' experiences with 
marijuana.
The experimenter sat away from the group, eyes down, 
saying nothing while the discussion progressed. At the end 
of the discussion the subjects signed up for the second 
session at one of the available times.
The second session consisted of small groups of three 
to six people. No attempt was made to ascertain that the 
same people who were together for the discussion groups 
would be together for this second session. The same is true 
for the third session. Each of the persons in the group 
gave a three- to five-minute speech— any type and topic— and 
was rated by the remainder of the group. The experimenter 
sat in the back of the room after handing out the rating 
sheets, eyes down and listening, but neither rating nor evea 
writing while the speeches were given. The subjects were 
allowed to give any type of speech they wanted to because it 
seemed to the experimenter that to restrict the type of 
speech would affect the speech skill ratings for two reasons. 
First of all, certain speakers seem to do better at certain 
types of speeches. Therefore to restrict the subjects to 
informative speeches would mean that a person would not be 
judged so much by his skill as by his ability to give an 
in formative speech.
Secondly, Speech I students are trained in classes to
15
think less of a speech if it varies from a strict informative, 
persuasive, etc., pattern. Therefore, if am informative 
speech was required some of the students would perhaps be 
too intent on assuring that the speech adhered to the correct 
informative pattern to rate the communication skill of the 
speaker. So, a wide variety of speeches was presented with 
each student generally delivering the best speech in his 
classwork repertoire.
The small number of raters in some of the sessions is 
a testimony to the difficulty of getting students together 
out of class.
The third session was a paper-and-pencil session which 
took roughly an hour. Again the subjects had signed up for 
an available time. On a series of questionnaires the sub­
jects indicated their intellectual attitudes, trait anxiety 
in a formal speaking situation, sex, and socio-economic 
status.
Possibly, a subject's experiences in the first two 
sessions could affect his answers on some of these tests.
For example, a subject could contrive to make a high score 
on the ASI to excuse a poor speech in the preceeding session. 
Or, a person might try to make up for his personal revela­
tions about drugs in the first session by agreeing with all 
of the traditional statements on religion found in the 
Omnibus Personality inventory. Even though the sessions 
were generally one week apart, any number of types of compen­
satory behavior or perceived demand characteristics could
16
have begun to occur by this third session.
Instruments and Scoring
From the first session, the discussion tapes were 
analyzed for certain hesitations and syntactic complexity. 
The two hesitations which are consistently evident in both 
complexity and anxiety studies are the filled pause and the 
silent pause. A broader range of hesitations (Mahl, 1956), 
has been used, principally in connection with anxiety. But 
since "Ah" and pauses are the only ones which have con­
sistently been used as indicators of complexity, then there
seems to be little justification for using certain of these
other hesitations which might be extraneous and confusing.
Hesitations were measured after Siegman and Pope 
(1964) for the most parts
HI (Ahs or filled pauses) - includes [/y, a,3* ] —  
number of filled pauses divided by the total 
number of words 
H2 (Hesitatory formulas - I mean, like, you know)—  
number of such hesitations divided by the number
of words. This comes from Baker (1948)
H3 (Silent pauses) - two-second minimum. Duration of 
all silent pauses divided by the total speaking 
time
H4 (Articulation rate) - number of words divided by 
the total speaking time minus silent pauses 
These hesitations were counted and timed by the experimenter. 
Syntectic complexity was determined after Yngve
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(1960) as modified by Martin and Roberts (1966). The basic 
premise of this system is that, as a word is uttered by the 
speaker, the remainder of the sentence is stored in the 
immediate memory. The Yngve number assigned to a particular 
word is the number of constituents of units which have been 
stored. As a simple example, take the sentence, "The mem 
went home." The immediate constituents of the sentence are 
Noun Phrase (The man) and Verb Phrase (went home). The 
number assigned to "the" = 2 (the remaining units are "mem"
+ VP). The number assigned to "man" = 1 (the remaining unit 
is VP). The number assigned to "went" = 1 (the remaining 
unit is "home"). The number assigned to "home" = 0 (the 
sentence is complete; nothing else is stored). The Yngve 
number as modified by Martin and Roberts i s 2 + l + l + 0 =  
4/4 = 1 (Martin and Roberts simply average the numbers to 
get a density measurement for each utterance). The mean of 
the scores over all utterances waa the subject's complexity 
score. The subject's first twenty sentences were used for 
analysis. All scoring was done by the experimenter.
In the second session, the members of a particular 
group rated each other on a seven-point scale ranging from 
"least effective" to "most effective." The mean of the 
ratings was the Speech Skill score. This procedure comes 
from Ball (1958). (See Appendix I.)
In the third paper-and-pencil session the first index 
was the Warner, Meecker and Eels measure of Socio-Economic 
status which has four factors based upon conditions in the
18
subject's home as he was growing up: occupation of bread­
winner (7 different levels to choose from); source of 
income (7 levels); house size and type (7 levels); and 
living area or education of breadwinner (7 levels). After 
the student had marked the appropriate level within each 
factor, the number for each factor was multiplied by four, 
three, three and two, respectively. These four numbers were 
then added together to obtain a raw score. This raw score 
was considered the student's socio-economic status score.
(See Appendix III.)
The second index was the Audience Sensitivity Inven­
tory from Paivio, Allen and Lambert (1959). This was
intended to measure trait anxiety in human interaction and 
performance situations and has also shown to be an effective 
measure of state anxiety in a formal speaking situation in 
that it forms a high, significant correlation with physio­
logical and observer reports of anxiety. (See Appendix II.) 
The subjects were also asked, in connection with this index, 
to indicate sex.
The third index was the Omnibus Personality Inventory 
which tests for a total of fourteen factors. Only six of the
factors were considered for this study. The first was
thinking introversion or independence from outside pressures 
in thinking and decision making. The second was theoretical 
orientation or the willingness to pursue theoretical problems 
as opposed to practical ones. The third was estheticism.
The fourth was complexity or willingness to consider
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intricate problems of situations where there may be no abso­
lute answers. The fifth factor was autonomy which was 
independence on a projected behavioral level. The sixth was 
religious orientation or adherence to traditional religious 
beliefs. The higher the score on the first five factors the 
more intellectual a person's disposition.
The reverse is true in regard to a person's religious 
orientation. The rationale behind this factor is that 
attitude toward religion can be a rough index of the atti­
tudes measured by the first five factors. The higher a 
person's score on this factor, the more his beliefs approxi­
mated traditional religious concepts and therefore the less 
willing he was to think independently about complex questions.
The six factors discussed above are combined to give 
a key score which is the intellectual Disposition Category 
score. To obtain this score all of the raw scores are 
converted to a standard score by means of a graph. Then, a 
mean standard score is obtained from the standard scores of 
the first four of the variables mentioned above. This mean 
standard score is then compared with a scale (roughly from 1 
to 80) which has been marked off into sections and labeled.
For example, the section 42-48 is labeled 6, the section 
48-55 is labeled 5, the section 55-62 is labeled 4, etc.
The "label" numbers used are 1 - 7  and the higher the mean 
standard score, the lower the label number. Therefore, if a 
person has a mean standard score of 45, then his label 
number is 6. This is his basic IDC key score.
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Finally, the standard scores of the remaining two 
factors, autonomy and religious orientation, are considered. 
Though these measure slightly different aspects of intellect 
they are considered particularly potent indices. Therefore, 
if they vary widely from the mean standard score then the 
IDC score can be raised or lowered, depending on the direc­
tion of the variation. If they do not vary widely then the
original IDC score computed is the score used. In any case,
the scores of the last two factors can raise or lower the IDC
score by only one number.
The final index used was the subject's American 
College Test scores which were obtained by the Louisiana 
State University Registrar's Office.
All of the scoring was done by the experimenter and 
no particular effort was made to prevent the scorer from 
seeing whose paper was being graded. All copies of a 
particular test were graded together and identities were 
usually not noticed until all were graded and the scores 
were entered by the subject's name. This general anonymity 
did not hold when the experimenter was transcribing sentences 
from the tapes or scoring hesitations. Even when the sub­




An analysis of covariance was conducted to evaluate 
the difference between sexes in the dependent variables 
H1-H4 and grammatical complexity, using Audience Sensitivity 
Inventory scores, American College Test scores. Intellectual 
Disposition Category scores, Socio-Economic Status and 
Speech Skill as covariables.
HI (Filled Pauses)
When Hi is the dependent variable then there is a 
significant main effect attributable only to American Col­
lege Test scores (F = 5.853; P = .02), and Speech Skill 
(F = 7.359; P = .01). An almost-significant main effect is 
attributable to Intellectual Disposition category scores 
(F = 3.492; P = .07). (See Table 1.)
This finding does not support Goldman-Eisler’s find­
ing that anxiety would be reflected in the incidence of 
filled pauses. The disagreement may be explained by the 
fact that the Audience Sensitivity inventory measure used in 
this study, though it is geared to measure trait anxiety, 
has been validated only in formal speech situations and not 




Analysis of Covariance for Dependent Variable Hi




1 5.93840976 1.70756 0.2012
ASI 1 0.72363219 0.30808 0.6565
ACT 1 20.35560906 5.85315 0.0222
IDC 1 12,14253979 3.49153 0.0708
SES 1 0.71391731 0.20528 0.6586
SPSK 1 25.59300446 7.35914 0.0117
Error 24 3.47771749
Several possible explanations come to mind. Perhaps 
the questions on the Audience Sensitivity Inventory do not 
accurately measure an informal discussion situation.
Secondly, perhaps anxiety or "stage fright," as we know it, 
is not a salient variable in the fluency of speakers in 
small group discussions.
Sex was not a significant influence on any dependent 
variables in this study nor was socio-economic status. The 
lack of significant effect of these background variables can 
perhaps be explained by the nature of the group studied. In 
an academic situation such as this one, women are numerically 
strong and have roughly the same experience and grade-point 
qualifications as the msn. As a result sex did not play as 
big a role here as it perhaps would in a business or civic 
setting. This finding supports Ragsdale's (1969) results 
which also studied college students.
The Socio-Economic Status index indicated a range
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from lower middle class to upper class with a great majority 
of the group falling in the middle- to upper-middle-class 
categories. This peaked distribution could account for the 
lack of significant effect by the Socio-Economic Status 
variable. Another reason could lie in the dress codes of 
contemporary LSU students. By this code students can and do 
dress fashionably in relatively inexpensive clothing such as 
blue jeans, work shirts, etc. Though many fashionable items 
are more expensive, often a group of students who are 
unfamiliar with each other can meet and interact without 
receiving any social cues on the basis of dress. This 
assures a measure of social anonymity in the interaction 
situation. As a result, any self-consciousness of discrim­
inatory behavior based upon socio-economic status would have 
to stem from some cues not related to appearance.
At this point, the fact should be included that two 
black students took part in this study. They were both on 
the lower end of the sample economically. They were probably 
assumed to be lower middle to lower class by their fellow 
students on the basis of vocal cues (Ellis, 1967) if not 
skin color, but the other students were unfailingly friendly 
and encouraging to the blacks. The only difference in group 
response toward black and white students was that no one 
argued with either of the black students. This could have 
been the case because neither of them said very much.
The two significant variables were American College 
Test scores and Speech Skill. Intellectual Disposition
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Computation scores were almost significant. The Pearson 
Product-Moment correlation showed that all three of these 
variables had a negative correlation with the instance of 
filled pauses.
These findings seem to indicate that the higher the 
scholastic achievement and intellectual disposition, the less 
the person will use or need filled pauses as an option in 
speaking. The "common sense" hypothesis in this area has 
been the reverse, that students rating high in intellectual 
areas would have larger vocabularies and thus more options 
at semantic choice points, more cognitive uncertainty and 
more filled pauses to cover up that uncertainty (Pope and 
Siegman, 1964).
Perhaps an explanation for the findings in this study 
can be found in two sets of distinctions: the difference
between formal and informal vocabulary and the difference 
between familiar and unfamiliar topics. True, the intel­
lectual may have a larger vocabulary, but for habitual, 
informal speech he will have this vocabulary patterned into 
hierarchies according to the Zipf function (Osgood, 1963).
The Zipf equation is F = N/10R (where F = frequency of the 
word, N = the total times the word appears in a sample, and 
R = the rank of the word in the sample, with the word 
appearing the most times ranked first, etc.). This equation 
is non-predictive, but it does provide a tool for describing 
the hierarchies of word usage in individual speech. The 
result of this pattern of hierarchies is that an individual
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habitually expresses himself in much the same way, using 
much the same words no matter how large his vocabulary or 
what his prior training is.
When the topic is a familiar one, such as was true in 
this study, the intellectual, like the other subjects, would 
not have to search through his vocabulary to express unfa­
miliar thoughts. Rather, he would be using habitual patterns 
to express already-familiar thoughts and opinions. There­
fore the intellectual would not necessarily have any more 
hesitations than anyone else.
Explaining why an intellectual should have less pauses 
is not easy. The nature of the American College Test and 
Intellectual Disposition Category, and most other tests of 
this nature as well, would indicate that a person ranking 
high in verbal facility would do well on such a test. This 
does not necessarily mean that the intellectual has more and 
better thoughts but that he can do a good job of labeling 
and expressing the thoughts he has. If this facility of 
expression carries over to oral performance then it could 
explain the lack of processing gaps in the speech of the 
intellectual.
The test for the Speech Skill variable was peer 
appraisal. The nature of this rating brings up the question 
of primacy. Could a speaker be perceived as more skillful 
because he uses fewer filled pauses or does he use fewer 
filled pauses because he is a skillful speaker. Probably 
each phenomenon influences the other to produce the findings
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of this study.
This study, then, finds filled pauses in small group 
discussions to result from the relative lack of a high degree 
of intellectual and speech skill characteristics.
H2 (I mean, like, you know)
When H2 is the dependent variable then there is a 
significant main effect attributable to intellectual Dispo­
sition Category scores (F = 6.156; P = .01). (See Table 2.) 
These hesitatory formulas are a form of slang and these 
hesitations would change with the dictates of fashionable 
speech. They are ungrammatical with respect to the sen­
tence (s) around them and seem to serve as an extra-grammati­
cal communication link demanding the listener's attention; 
as a status cue, showing the communicator is skilled in the 
use of stylish slang; as a convenient cover for silent 
pauses; or a combination of the three.
Table 2
Analysis of Covariance for Dependent Variable H2




1 0.07543584 0.22056 0.6474
ASI 1 0.13120665 0.02967 0.8589
ACT 1 6.67836375 1.51008 0.2293
IDC 1 27.22517442 6.15602 0.0194SES 1 1.07975964 0.24415 0.6309
SPSK 1 8.32545802 1.88251 0.1799
Error 24
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The Intellectual Disposition Category from the Omnibus 
Personality Inventory, among other things, measures thinking 
introversion, autonomy, and religious orientation. Thinking 
introversion measures a person's dependence upon the ideas 
of others. An introverted thinker typically thinks through 
problems on his own, mainly using his own resources and 
criteria for making judgments. The autonomous person has 
this same independence except on a projected behavior level.
Religious orientation is another index of independence, 
the rational being that the more a person is wedded to tra­
ditional religious ideas the less willing or able he is to 
think for himself. A person who scores high on the thinking 
introversion and autonomy scales and low on the religious 
orientation scale will usually be characterized by a high 
Intellectual Disposition score. These three traits may 
explain why a person with a high Intellectual Disposition 
score would rather try his own methods of expression than 
use slang.
None of the other independent variables had any 
significant effect on the incidence of H2, however a glance 
at the other probabilities is interesting: Sex (P = .64);
ASI (P = .85); ACT (P = .22); SEC (P = .63); and Speech 
Skill (P = .17). The only other independent variables even 
approaching a significant main effect were ACT and Speech 
Skill, the same two variables which caused main effects with 
HI. One can only conclude with some degree of certainty 
that independent thinkers use less slang.
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H3 (Silent Pauses)
When H3 is the dependent variable there is a signifi­
cant main effect attributable to Speech Skill (F = 4.705;
P = .05). (See Table 3.) The results of this study do not 
support the findings of Goldman-Eisler (1961) or Pope and 
Siegman (1964). Neither Audience Sensitivity Inventory 
scores (perhaps for reasons mentioned earlier) nor American 
College Test scores and Intellectual Disposition scores 
produced any main effects.
Table 3
Analysis of Covariance for Dependent Variable H3




1 37.62794078 1.20815 0.2824
ASI 1 8.63457423 0.27724 0.6092
ACT 1 2.99278052 0.09609 0.7570
IDC 1 29.48078094 0.94656 0.6580
SES 1 23.53075851 0.75552 0.6025
SPSK 1 120.76330029 3.87745 f 0.0577
Error 24 31.14505350
The correlation between H3 and Speech Skill is nega­
tive, indicating that a more skilled speaker will pause less 
often. Once again the skilled speaker has fewer hesitations, 
this time silent pauses. Whether his skill causes him to 
use fewer pauses, or the lack of pauses causes him to be 
perceived as more skilled, is difficult to establish on the 
basis of this study.
H4 (Articulation Rate)
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When H4 is the dependent variable, there is a signifi­
cant main effect attributable to Speech Skill (F = 4.705;
P = .03) and a near-significant main effect attributable to 
Intellectual Disposition scores (F = 3.305; P = .07). (See 
Table 4.) According to the correlation test conducted the 
coefficients in this case are positive, indicating that the 
more skillful the speaker and, to some extent, the more 
intellectually inclined the speaker, the faster he speaks. 
With the speech skill variable the same opposing explana­
tions already discussed would apply.
Table 4
Analysis of Covariance for Dependent Variable H4




1 2.49886160 0.30927 0.5895
ASI 1 0.01133544 0.00140 0.9693
ACT 1 10.48151488 1.29722 0.2652
IDC 1 26.70657550 3.30527 0.0783
SES 1 1.02563742 0.12694 0.7247
SPSK 1 38.01852552 4.70526 0.0380
Error 24 8.07999738
The intellectual Disposition influence on articulation 
rate fits into the explanation advanced earlier, that a person 
scoring high on a written test such as the IDC— a person with 
an intellectual disposition toward life, could process words 
with more facility. This reasoning is marred by the fact 
that ACT scores did not produce a significant main effect and
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showed only a slight tendency toward significance (F = 1.297; 
P = .26) . One reason that Intellectual Disposition scores 
produced a main effect could be that one of the Intellectual 
Disposition factors is theoretical orientation or positive 
attitude toward grappling with theoretical problems. Since 
the problem in the group discussion was a theoretical, though 
not incredible, problem, perhaps this factor would make a 
discussant more enthusiastic.
The failure of Audience Sensitivity Inventory scores 
to have a significant effect is curious, but again it can be 
explained by either the nonvalidity of the test in this 
situation or simply the lack of strong "stage fright" in an 
informal discussion.
Grammatical Complexity
When grammatical complexity was the dependent variable 
there were no significant main effects. This finding can be 
attributed to the lack of variation in the Grammatical Com­
plexity scores. (See Table 5.) The modified Yngve system 
used gave a mean score over all utterances, and the score 
for each utterance was the mean for the words in that 
sentence. The pure Yngve system lists sentence depth as the 
depth of the most embedded word while the Martin and Roberts 
modification lists depth as the mean over all words in the 
utterance. Through the nature of the latter system, however, 
the mean depth would always be small.
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Table 5
Analysis of Covariance for Dependent Variable GC
Source df Mean Square F Prob,F
Total 30
Sex 1 0.00238936 0.13286 0.7190
ASI 1 0.00367398 0.20429 0.6593
ACT 1 0.00292976 0.16291 0.6922
IDC 1 0.01622560 0.90221 0.6461
SES 1 0.01398177 0.77745 0.6095
SPSK 1 0.00416812 0.23177 0.6395
Error 24 0.01798424
For example, Yngve posits 7 as the maximum depth for 
human utterances and the maximum found in this study was 5 
so the variation is already limited to some extent. Also 
the last word of a complete sentence is always zero, which 
has to be averaged in, and the last words in most clauses 
and predicate phrases have low numbers because as a speaker 
completes his "thought groups" less and less has to be stored 
in the memory. Therefore word values in a sentence, when 
listed on a page, run in waves of high to low numbers. This 
variation in values within most sentences almost insured that 
the mean values between the sentences would not be much 
different.
Another pattern noticed (but not verified) was that 
many speakers at the beginning of a discussion would make an 
almost formal statement of their position which would include 
sentences of rather great complexity. Later in the discus­
sion, after everyone had made a formal declaration, the 
participants would interact and the statements would be
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questions, answers, and short statements of dissent or 
assent rather than a long, formal statement and defense of a 
position. This pattern by many of the speakers also insured 
that the means over all sentences would not vary to a great 
extent.
A third difficulty is that the Yngve system (as well 
as all others known to this writer) is based on written, 
completed sentences. The concept of "sentence" in oral 
expression seems somewhat artificial. For example, the 
speaker can run together a large number of "sentences" and 
connect them with "and" or "but," or he can leave out any 
combination of grammatical units of a "sentence" and still 
be understood by his audience because of context, inflection, 
gestures, etc. In another form of omission he could leave 
the "sentence" uncompleted and start over again or try a 
completely new "sentence." All of these speech character­
istics cause great difficulty when an analyst tries to fit a 
series of expression units into a formal grammatical system.
Next, using a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation, 
simple correlations among all continuous variables were com­
puted. (See Table 6.)
Audience Sensitivity Inventory
In correlation of ASI scores with the other continuous 
variables, there were no significant results. It is inter­
esting that no significant relationship was obtained between 
this variable and Speech Skill. Again, the Audience
Table 6
Correlation Matrix for All Continuous Variables
Vari­
able ASI ACT IDC SES SPSK HI H2 H3 H4 GC
ASI -0.084319 -0.267216 0.034402 -0.102870 0.082431 0.1946*2 -0.011811 -0.121637 -0.049982
ACT 0.369082* -0.216227 0.026782 -0.482958** -0.382046* 0.019106 -0.062063 -0.017966
IDC -0.054571 -0.073861 -0.390815* -0.516271** -0.094518 0.245204 -0.177664
SES -0.001762 0.208117 -0.033406 -0.234118 -0.011041 0.193521
SPSK -0.473349** -0.189764 -0.285126 0.354417* 0.099637
HI 0.072137 0.285403 -0.312639 0.016502




* P < .05




Sensitivity inventory is generally supposed to measure trait 
anxiety, and if that is true, then these subjects were 
unusually controlled, or the raters did not allow overt 
anxiety to influence skill ratings.
Also, Socio-Economic Status did not have any relation­
ship with stage fright. This would be surprising if the SES 
scores varied over a wider range as has been discussed 
earlier.
The most surprising lack of correlation was between 
this variable and the four hesitation variables. According 
to all the theories on hesitation phenomena anxiety is a 
cause of some hesitations, though the specific hesitations 
it causes are disputed. As far as the discussion situation 
is concerned, Ragsdale (1969) found that subjects are less 
fluent in a small group discussion than they are in a formal 
speech situation. He attributes this significant difference 
to the uncertainty found in a discussion situation.
A conclusion to be reached from the Ragsdale study and 
the present study is that though feelings of uncertainty and 
anxiety may cause more hesitations in a discussion situation 
than in a formal speech situation, those same feelings do 
not cause significant differences in hesitations within a 
discussion group. One possible reason for the lack of corre­
lation in this study is that perhaps the anxiety which causes 
stage fright and which is measured by the Audience Sensitivity 
Inventory is not the same as the uncertainty which Ragsdale 
mentions. If this is so, then another index must be
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developed to rate anxiety in the discussion situation.
American College Test
ACT scores correlated significantly with Intellectual 
Disposition scores (correlation coefficient .369? P * .03) as 
well as HI (correlation coefficient -.482? P = .006) and H2 
(correlation coefficient -.382; P = .03).
The negative correlations between American College 
Test scores and the two hesitation variables have already 
been discussed. The significant correlation between American 
College Test scores and Intellectual Disposition scores 
could reasonably be expected even though one measures achieve 
ment and the other measures attitude. The two do not mea­
sure exactly the same thing as is shown in the slightly 
differing main effects revealed by the analysis of covariance
Intellectual Disposition Category
IDC scores correlated significantly with HI (correla­
tion coefficient -.390; P + .02) and H2 (correlation coeffi­
cient -.516; P = .003). These two correlations have already 
been discussed. One interesting correlation, though not 
nearly significant, is between IDC and Audience Sensitivity 
Inventory scores. IDC is the only variable which even 
approached a significant correlation with ASI and the rela­
tionship is negative. Perhaps the intellectual self- 
confidence reflected in the IDC scores precludes tendencies 
toward "stage fright." At any rate, further studies in this
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area might prove useful.
Socio-Economic Status
Socio-Economic Status did not correlate significantly 
with any of the variables, which underscores the findings of 
the analysis of covariance.
Speech Skill
Speech Skill scores correlated significantly with HI 
(correlation coefficient -.473; P = .007) and H4 (correlation 
coefficient .354; P = .04). Primacy is difficult to estab­
lish between Speech Skill and these hesitations because the 
ratings are based upon audience perceptions of a person1s 
behavior. The hesitations with which this variable corre­
late are quantitative assessments of a person's behavior.
This same hesitation behavior, though measured in a dis­
cussion session, would be part of the behavior perceived in 
any verbal exercise. Therefore, in a speaker rating session 
hesitations, or the lack of them, form a part of the input 
upon which the listener bases his ratings.
Conversely, the skill perceived by the raters could 
account for the treatment of hesitations. The two hesita­
tions mentioned plus a third hesitation, H3 which was 
distantly approaching significance (correlation coefficient 
-.285; P = .11) could be combined to give a surface profile 
of the fluency of a skilled speaker: he has very few filled
pauses, very few silent pauses, and a high articulation rate.
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HI (Filled Pauses)
Filled pauses correlated significantly with Intel­
lectual Disposition scores (correlation coefficient -.390;
P = .02), ACT scores (correlation coefficient -.48; P - .007), 
and Speech Skill (correlation coefficient -.47; P = .006).
Hi almost correlated significantly with H3 (correlation 
coefficient .285; P = .11) and H4 (correlation coefficient 
-.312; P = .08).
The intellectual indices, American College Test 
scores and intellectual Disposition scores, show a negative 
correlation with Hi which seems to indicate that more intel­
lectually inclined people have less trouble processing their 
thoughts into verbal activity. The positive correlation 
with H3 fits the pattern of a skilled speaker since both 
hesitation variables Hi and H3 were negatively correlated 
with speech skill. The negative correlation with H4 also 
fits the speech skill pattern. Hi and H3 vary together and 
both vary in opposition to H4.
H2 (I mean, like, you know)
In the computation of correlations, H2 showed a 
significant correlation with American College Test scores 
(correlation coefficient - .382; P = .03) which did not show 
up in the analysis of covariance. An expected correlation 
showed up with Intellectual Disposition scores (correlation 
coefficient -.516; P * .003).
The intellectual independence and openness manifested
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in the IDC scores could account for the lack of slang hesi­
tations in the subject's speech, as explained earlier.
The correlation with the ACT scores could perhaps be 
expected since IDC and ACT showed a significant correlation. 
Basically, a high ACT score shows a high intellectual achieve­
ment and a strong ability for written verbal comprehension 
and expression. Perhaps a person with such skills and moti­
vation has enough self confidence in an academic environment 
not to want or need to use slang. Also, his strong verbal 
expression capabilities might reduce his need to rely upon 
slang as either an attention getter or a cover-up for lapses 
in fluency. As is shown by the correlation with HI, the 
person with a high ACT score has fewer filled pauses of any 
type.
H3 (Silent Pauses)
H3 correlated significantly with H4 (correlation 
coefficient -.43; P = .01) and Grammatical Complexity (corre­
lation coefficient -.35; P = .04) and showed correlations 
approaching significance with Speech Skill (correlation 
coefficient -.285; P = .11) and Hi (correlation coefficient 
.285; P = .11).
The negative correlation with H4 fits into the Speech 
Skill pattern that a skilled speaker will have fewer silent 
pauses and a higher articulation rate. The negative corre­
lation with grammatical complexity is surprising as GC does 
not show up as a significant influence in the main effects
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nor does it correlate with any other variable. The reasons 
for this lack were discussed earlier. Perhaps the cause of 
this correlation's significance is that a large number of 
pauses were inter-sentence rather than intra-sentence. This 
would imply that the pauses were perhaps "planning sessions" 
for the sentence that followed. Perhaps this planning 
accounted for the resulting simpler, more concise sentences.
H4 and Grammatical Complexity
H4 (articulation rate) correlated significantly with 
Speech Skill (correlation coefficient .354; P = .04), H3 
(correlation coefficient -.430; P + .01) and a near-signifi­
cant correlation with HI (correlation coefficient -.312;
P = .08). Grammatical Complexity correlated significantly 
with H3 (correlation coefficient -.35; P = .04). All of 
these relationships have been discussed above.
Chapter 4
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
The results of this study indicate that in an informal 
small group discussion of first semester freshmen neither 
Audience Sensitivity, Socio-Economic Status, nor sex have 
any significant effect upon the four types of hestiations 
considered. None of the independent variables had a signifi­
cant effect upon the grammatical complexity variable.
These findings fail to support the contentions of 
other researchers that anxiety is one of the primary causes 
of hesitations. Although hesitations, particularly Ahs, 
appear more often in discussions than in formal speech situa­
tions a significant difference did not appear here between 
the fluency sources of people with differing amounts of trait 
anxiety. State anxiety, on the other hand, might be perti­
nent here. The increased hesitations found in small group 
discussions, which Ragsdale attributes to uncertainty, com­
bined with the results of this study may indicate that 
qualitative as well as quantitative differences exist in 
anxiety between discussion and formal speech situations; 
that the anxiety-triggering cues present in a group discussion 
are exceptional with respect to the pattern of cues which 
trigger "normal" social anxiety or trait anxiety. As a
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result, the ASI may be invalid in a discussion situation.
If this is true, then a modified or new inventory would be a 
useful goal of further research.
The findings in regard to the sex variable seem to 
confirm earlier findings (Ragsdale, 1969). However, the 
results of both of these studies could be due to the sample 
used, as discussed earlier. Further studies of this variable 
in a non-academic situation might prove useful.
Socio-Economic Status could well be a pertinent vari­
able if tested with a different sample where, for example, 
dress cues would be more differentiated than in a college 
situation or where economic status of the subjects would 
represent more of a cross-section. This raises the question 
as to whether people from widely differing social back­
grounds commonly get together in informal discussions such 
as these. At any rate, the variable should be explored 
because social dialect has been shown to be a cue in value 
judgments of speakers (Ellis, 1967). As such it should 
affect perceptions of communication skill in small groups.
The salient variables in reference to hesitations 
seem to be intellectual characteristics (achievement and 
attitude) and Speech Skill. Though these three as a group 
did not have a significant effect upon all hesitations, each 
did show a strong effect upon each of the hesitation vari­
ables. On the basis of this study perhaps each of these 
variables should be tested in discussions using different 
topics in order to establish the effect of such variables as
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topic familiarity and ego involvement.
An interesting task would be to formulate skill 
criteria in small group discussions. The test used here, 
listener ratings, was given in a formal speech situation.
It might be instructive to run the present experiment again 
along the same lines except to ask the subjects to rate the 
other discussants as communicators immediately following the 
discussion. Perhaps a series of personality characteristics 
could also be presented on semantic differentials in order 
to obtain a description of the skilled communicator in a 
small group discussion.
The lack of both effect upon and correlation with the 
grammatical complexity variable is, as mentioned in the dis­
cussion section, most probably due to the inadequacy of the 
model determining it. The model, as well as more recent 
ones based upon transformational theories, seems to be better 
suited to the analysis of written language. It may also be 
more appropriate for a formal speech situation, since the 
first uninterrupted "position" statements made by the sub­
jects as they entered the discussion were more varied in 
complexity than the later "interaction" statements. This 
situation may be worth pursuing.
In light of the one significant correlation with 
grammatical complexity (a negative one with silent pauses) 
perhaps the "camplexity-hesitation" phenomenon found in 
earlier research is primarily a decoding, or understanding, 
phenomenon and the reverse is true in encoding, or expression.
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For example, Hewgill and Velter reported that the larger the 
number of stimulus words given to the individual the longer 
the reaction time necessary before the subject responds with 
a sentence using the words. Once the relationship between 
the words is perceived the encoding of that relationship 
would simply be a matter of using familiar words and pat- 
perns of expression.
In this study those students who paused the most had 
simpler or less complex sentences. By the reasoning used in 
this paper, the explanation for that is that students who 
paused to organize their thoughts could express these 
thoughts more concisely. The time used for organizing 
thought, then, caused the hesitations. The actual encoding 
appeared to pose very little problem in terms of hesitations 
for either the organized or the unorganized subject. By this 
reasoning neither embedding nor number of transformations 
required would make a difference in the fluency of the native 
speaker though these considerations would affect decoding.
The conventional communications model has no step 
between decoding and encoding. Perhaps a division should 
exist between organization of thought and expression of 
thought given the habitual patterns described by the Zipf 
function and the competence ascribed to the native speaker 
by current theories. Both of these phenomena indicate that, 
while the native speaker may have to struggle with his 
thoughts, he does not have to struggle to express those 
thoughts once they are organized.
4 4
Further work could attempt to analyze the decoding- 
encoding process to ascertain the stages or substages which 
influence fluency. Another aim would be to establish a more 
workable model for analyzing the complexity of free speech.
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Print your name and sex in the blanks provided above. 
Then finish reading these instructions.
The statements in this inventory represent experiences, 
ways of reacting to situations, which are true for some 
persons and not for others. You read each statement and 
decide whether or not it is true with respect to yourself.
If it is true, or mostly true, draw a circle around the 
letter T to the right of the statement you are answering.
If the statement is not usually true, or not true at all, 
draw a circle around the letter F. Answer the statement as 
carefully and honestly as you can. There are no correct or 
wrong answers: we are interested in how you feel and react.
Remember: Encircle the letter T if the statement is
true or mostly true; encircle the letter £  if the statement 
is false or mostly false. Be sure you encircle the letter 
opposite the statement you are answering. Mark each item as 
you come to it. Be sure to mark one and only one space for 
each item. Here is an example:
1. I do not tire easily. T F
If you do Not tire easily, that is, if the statement 
is true as far as you are concerned, you would encircle the 
letter T.
If the statement is false, you would encircle the 
letter _F.
If you have any questions, please ask them now. 























I am easily discouraged when the opinions of T F
others differ from my own.
I tend to feel self-conscious in the presence T F
of people I consider my superiors.
I consider myself a shy person. T F
I often heckle or question a public speaker. T F
I can usually express myself better in writing T F
than in speech.
I never get stage fright. T F
I make friends easily. T F
I avoid taking the responsibility of intro- T F
ducing people at a party.
I find it difficult to speak before a group. T F
I have been the recognized leader (president, T F
captain, chairman) of a group within the 
last five years.
I tend to keep in the background at social T F
functions.
I have difficulty in starting a conversation. T F
I feel self-conscious when I have to present T F
an idea in a discussion group.
I am usually active rather than passive in a T F
discussion group.
It makes me feel uncomfortable to put on a T F
stunt at a party even when others are 
doing the same sort of thing.
I never take the lead to enliven a dull party. T F
I am more self-conscious than most people. T F
I enjoy telling stories or jokes at a party. T F
I am troubled with feelings of inferiority. T F
I hesitate to enter a room by myself when a T F
group of people are sitting around talking 
together.
50
21. I am talkative at social gatherings. T P
22. If I came late to a meeting, I would rather T P
stand than take a front seat.



































Factor I. Occupation of Breadwinner____________________
A. Select one of 7 occupations from Chart I.
B. Determine level within that occupation.

















































































































































































few if any 
employees
Stenographer bookkeeper, 
typist, mail clerk, 
ticket agent; auto, book, 














Small land­owners and the 'forgot­ten farmer1 who owns a decent place; operators of leased prop­erty employ­ing hired ui help *




























































































Level Professional Proprietors Businessmen White Collar Manual Workers ServicePersonnel
Landowners- 
Farmers
7. Laborers; un­skilled miners 














lished & do 










Factor II. Source of Income________________________________________________________________
Select one of seven levels of family's primary source of income from Chart II.
Chart II
Level Source of Income
1. Savings and investments, inherited: 50% or more of income
2. Savings and investments, gained by earner (not retirement pensions)
3. Profits and fees— including higher executives who share profits
4. Salary or commission, including retirement earned thereby
5. Wages based upon hourly rates or piece-work; time-card personnel
6. Private aid or assistance; may be supplemented by part-time work
7. Public relief and nonrespectable income, according to reputation
Factor III. House Size and Tvpe (excluding bathrooms)




1. Large houses (9 rooms) in good condition with adequate grounds
2. Large houses in medium condition; Medium houses (7 rooms) in good condition; 
Better apartments
3. Medium houses in medium condition; Large apartments in well-kept buildings
4. Large and medium houses in fair condition; Apartments in buildings in medium 
condition
5. Small houses (3 rooms) in good condition; Good apartments in remodeled houses
6. Small houses in medium or fair condition; Apartments in fair condition
7. All houses and apartments in bad condition; Store fronts, etc.; Dwelling 
not intended for homes
UI00
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Factor IV. Area Lived in or Education of Breadwinner. 
(Optional)
Select either one of 7 areas lived in from 
Chart IV or one of 7 levels of education from 
Chart V.
Chart IV
Level Area Lived In
1. Select residential area of highest repute in community
2. Better suburban and apartment house areas; homes 
with larcre grounds
3. Preferred residential areas, adequate grounds; 
aood apartment buildings
4. Residential neighborhoods with no deterioration; 
reputed to be average
5. Area beginning to deteriorate; business or 
industrv beginning to enter it
6. Area considerable deteriorated but not a slum 
area; depreciated reputation
7. Slum area of the community; neighborhood in bad 
repute
Chart V
Level Education of Father
1. Completed 1 or more years of graduate work at 
college or university
2. Graduate from 4-year school, university or 
professional school
3. Attended college 2 or more years, or equivalent 
higher education
4. Graduated from high school, or equivalent 
secondary education
5. Attended high school; completed at least one 
vear but did not graduate
6. Third to eighth grade (older persons); shifting 
to eight grade (voung adults)
7. Below third grade (older persons); shifting to 
below eighth grade (voung adults)
APPENDIX IV 
Results of Null Hypotheses Testing
Independent Dependent Results
Variable Variable














Status HI - H4 Accepted
b. Syntactic
complexity Accepted







4a. Sex Hi - H4 Accepted
b. Syntactic
complexity Accepted
5a. ASI HI - H4 Accepted
b. Syntactic
complexity Accepted
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